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Junghan Kim & Arun Lakshmanan
How Kinetic Property Shapes
Novelty Perceptions
This article demonstrates a new substantive ﬁnding: that kinetic property in advertising, deﬁned as direction changes
in the paths of moving on-screen ad elements, enhances consumer judgments of product novelty. Across six studies,
the authors ﬁrst outline an inference-based theory as to why the novelty-enhancing effect of kinetic property manifests:
kinetic property generates impressions of how visually lively an ad is, which leads to inferences of product atypicality
and, consequently, higher novelty judgments. Second, they demonstrate boundary conditions by showing that (1) the
positive effect for kinetic property is evident with incremental (and not radical) innovations, (2) the effect dissipates
when ﬁgure-ground contrast in the ad makes kinetic property less discriminable, (3) contextual adaptation to kinetic
property canmitigate this effect, and (4) kinetic property enhances novelty judgments primarily when product category
characteristics such as perceived market dynamismmatch with kinetic property–based executions. The authors offer
substantive implications for ﬁrms marketing new products as well as for multimedia advertising.
Keywords: novelty, kinetic, new product, online, inference
Online Supplement: http://dx.doi.org/10.1509/jm.14.0284
Product novelty is a critical determinant of marketplacesuccess. Products perceived as new are adoptedfaster, show better sales and proﬁts (Gourville 2006;
Mukherjee and Hoyer 2001), and lead to stronger ﬁrm per-
formance (Sorescu, Chandy, and Prabhu 2003; Sorescu and
Spanjol 2008). Prior research has identiﬁed product-related
aspects such as technology, functionality, features/attributes,
or design (Chandy and Tellis 1998; Hoefﬂer 2003; Mugge and
Dahl 2013; Mukherjee and Hoyer 2001) as well as contextual
and non-product-related factors such as framing or catego-
rization (Moreau, Markman, and Lehmann 2001; Ziamou
and Ratneshwar 2003) as antecedents to consumer judgments
of novelty.
Within the latter stream of literature, emerging research
has examined the role of physical, often visually processed,
properties of marketing communication (e.g., Pieters, Wedel,
and Batra 2010). Recent work has shown how properties such
as angle of ad pictures, incompleteness of typeface logos, and
package shapes drive perceptions of the target product or
brand (Folkes andMatta 2004; Hagtvedt 2011; Peracchio and
Meyers-Levy 2005). However, little is known about how
dynamic elements in multimedia advertisements shape con-
sumer perceptions. This gap is noteworthy given that dynamic
ad elements such as motion graphics, kinetic typography, and
infographics have become increasingly popular in the current
multimedia environment.
As the multimedia environment has become more varied
and newer technologies such as Javascript and Flash have
developed, advertisers are now able to generate animated
content easily and cheaply (Krasner 2008). One example that
reﬂects the surge in popularity of animated ads is web page
advertising that utilizes motion elements. Recent reports have
shown that such rich media advertising garnered revenues
of more than $1.3 billion in 2013 (Interactive Advertising
Bureau 2014, p. 13). Furthermore, recent practitioner surveys
have also indicated that an increasing number of marketers
choose dynamic content as their preferred marketing tactic on
account of its cost effectiveness (eMarketer 2013). Although
anecdotal evidence is plentiful, little systematic research
has either explored why animations in ads may be effective
or ineffective or outlined conditions circumscribing these
expectations (for an exception, see Goldstein et al. 2014).
In the current research, we introduce kinetic property of
motion as a key determinant that shapes consumers’ novelty
perceptions. By “kinetic property,” we refer to changes in
direction embedded in moving ad elements (such as a focal
product’s image) within an online advertisement. We argue
that kinetic property generates stronger impressions of the
ad being visually lively; we deﬁne this visual impression as
ad liveliness. This low-level visual impression leads to higher-
level inferences pertaining to how atypical the advertised
product is, which in turn enhances consumers’ novelty per-
ceptions. This inferential process is moderated by product-
related factors such as innovation type and market dynamism,
contextual factors such as adaptation, and theoretical factors
such as ﬁgure-ground contrast (Wagemans et al. 2012).
Figure 1 provides an overview of our conceptual model.
We base our proposition on insights from psychophysics
and vision research. In the psychophysics literature, novelty
is conceptualized as being determined by perceptual reactions
to physical stimulus properties (Berlyne and Parham 1968;
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Cupchik and Berlyne 1979; Gati and Ben-Shakhar 1990;
Rauschenberger 2003). Such physical properties can vary
across contexts and, in the case of kinetic property in par-
ticular, can affect high-level social/cognitive inferences
(e.g., Scholl and Gao 2013; Scholl and Tremoulet 2000).
Because motion is a fundamental characteristic of animated
ads, the way consumers process it can have profound con-
sequences on their cognitions and inferences about products.
We build on this intuition and present six studies that
empirically investigate our core proposition that kinetic prop-
erty enhances novelty judgments. First, we demonstrate the
novelty-enhancing effect of kinetic property and outline its
underlying process (Studies 1 and 2). Second, we demonstrate
how kinetic property differentially affects consumers’ novelty-
related inferences depending on the type of innovation
(incremental vs. radical; Study 3). Third, we delineate how
ﬁgure-ground contrast, a theoretically relevant factor, mod-
erates this effect (Study 4). Fourth, we show that the novelty-
enhancing effect of kinetic property may be mitigated when
consumers are repeatedly exposed to similar animated ads
(i.e., moderation by adaptation; Study 5a). Finally, we ﬁnd
that the effect of kinetic property occurswhen product category
characteristics such as market dynamism match high kinetic
property ads but does not hold when they do not match
(Study 5b). We also document the effect of kinetic property
on downstream outcomes such as willingness to pay (WTP;
Study 5a) and purchase intentions (Study 5b) across two
product categories.
Our research makes both theoretical and managerial con-
tributions. Broadly, we contribute to the literature exploring
the impact of visual properties of communication methods
(Cian, Krishna, and Elder 2014; Hagtvedt 2011; Peracchio and
Meyers-Levy 2005) by (1) expanding the domain of inquiry
from static to dynamic elements and (2) uncovering a speciﬁc
property of dynamic elements—kinetic property—that explains
their differential effects. More importantly, we add to the na-
scent literature on dynamic media content, whose focus has
hitherto been on the attention-getting effects of such content
in the context of television commercials (Brasel and Gips
2008) or the downside of animations in online banner ads (as
peripheral on-screen stimuli) in distracting users (Goldstein et al.
2014). We extend this emerging literature by providing theo-
retical insights into when and how kinetic property in animated
ads leads consumers to make product-related inferences.
From a managerial standpoint, although dynamic ad ele-
ments are widely used in the ﬁeld, little systematic knowledge
exists surrounding their usage. Moreover, previous literature
has primarily documented negative effects of animations
(e.g., Goldstein et al. 2014; Yoo and Kim 2005). Departing
from this perspective, we formally examine when and how
animations can work as an effective marketing communica-
tion tactic. To this end, we identify kinetic property as a man-
agerially actionable, advertisement-design-related variable
and also outline limits to the effective use of kinetic property in
online advertising. Key managerial takeaways include the
implication that, using kinetic property, marketers can enhance
consumers’ novelty-related inferences without imposing sig-
niﬁcant perceptual/cognitive load. Overall, this research aims to
better develop our understanding of how digital technologies
shape consumer behavior in multimedia-rich environments
(Marketing Science Institute 2014).
Theoretical Development
Perceptual Determinants of Novelty
Prior evidence from psychophysics has suggested that the
perceived novelty of a stimulus may not be constrained by its
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inherent characteristics but could also be driven by contextual
variations. For example, a given stimulus element such as an
irregular geometric shape is perceived as more novel when its
color or shape distinguishes it from other nearby elements
(Berlyne and Parham 1968; Cupchik and Berlyne 1979).
Similarly, Gati and Ben-Shakhar (1990) show that even
repeatedly presented shapes are perceived as novel when con-
textual characteristics such as viewing angle, viewing distance,
or lighting are varied. Along the same lines, Rauschenberger
(2003) ﬁnds that existing objects are judged as new when their
luminance is contextually varied. Thus, variations in how a
product is visually presented inmultimedia advertisements can
determine how novel it is judged to be.
Similar notions have been explored within marketing as
well, wherein visual properties in static ads (e.g., camera
angles, orientations) have been shown to affect advertising
persuasiveness (Peracchio andMeyers-Levy 2005). Similarly,
research has shown visual characteristics of product- or brand-
related stimuli such as logos to affect higher-level cogni-
tions (Hagtvedt 2011). However, little is known about how
dynamic ads (i.e., ads containing moving elements) affect
consumer perceptions. This question forms our focus.
Imagine a web ad containing an image of a product
moving across the screen. This ad does not use spokespeople
or animated characters. The primary visual cues available to
consumers are the product’s image and its on-screen motion
path. Drawing on the discussion of stimulus novelty, the
movement of this image across the screen should provide
inferential cues that can shape higher-level cognitions. Prior
vision research also supports this conjecture by documenting
how on-screen motion can shape higher-level judgments and
inferences (Scholl andGao 2013; Scholl and Tremoulet 2000).
Kinetic Property of Motion
We deﬁne kinetic property of motion as direction changes
embedded in the motion trajectories of on-screen images.
This deﬁnition draws on previous work in the vision and
motion perception literature streams (e.g., Tremoulet and
Feldman 2000), and we focus on the role of kinetic property
in shaping higher-level judgments related to visual stimuli.
Previous research has documented that trajectory direction
change is a motion-related property that leads visual stimuli to
be perceived as being lively and to drive higher-level infer-
ences. For example, Bassili (1976) shows that when a simple
on-screen geometric object (e.g., a circle) is programmed on a
path converging toward another object, it generates impres-
sions of “chasing” the latter. Furthermore, if the second object
independently moves “away,” viewers judge the two objects
as interacting with each other and as exhibiting high-level
social behavior such as approach or avoidance. Similarly,
Dittrich and Lea (1994) show that direction changes embedded
in themotion paths of an on-screen two-dimensional object can
generate inferences of goal directedness. When the direction
changes were designed to convey a focal object avoiding or
approaching obstacles or gateways, participants judged the
object as being goal directed (even though viewers were aware
that the object is inanimate). More notably, and germane to our
work, when the path of a moving on-screen object involved
ostensibly spontaneous changes in direction, the object was
perceived as being alive (Santos et al. 2008). As such, direction
changes embedded in the motion trajectory of visual elements
can shape visual liveliness because such a property is ordi-
narily exclusive to independent agents who can control their
movement without relying on external forces (Tremoulet and
Feldman 2000). This stream of literature has termed these
visual perception–related phenomena as “perceptual animacy”
(e.g., Scholl and Gao 2013) and has commonly suggested that
it can be formed primarily by how on-screen objects move.
We draw on the previous discussion to posit that the
presence of kinetic property in ads should generate stronger
impressions of ad liveliness. That is, when an advertisement is
designed with on-screen images that change direction while
moving, suchmotion would signal animacy cues, and thus, the
advertisement overall should appear visually lively. Compared
with ads with kinetic property, a similar ad that contains the
same on-screen images that are moving without direction
changes should not generate such liveliness impressions. This
is because, in the latter case, the moving images do not signal
any animacy cues. This difference should matter because prior
research has shown that consumers often instantaneously infer
product-related judgments from ad visuals (e.g., Peracchio and
Meyers-Levy 2005).
Similar to previous work in visual perception, the product
image in the advertisement is also an inanimate object.
Inanimate objects, by deﬁnition, should not be able to change
direction of their own accord (even if they possess some
momentum that keeps them “moving”). Thus, when a
moving product image is embeddedwith kinetic property, not
only does it make the advertisement visually lively, but the
enhanced visual liveliness leads the product to stand out as
atypical. Prior research on categorization has shown that
atypicality increases to the extent that a category member
(in our case, an inanimate product) has attributes (such as
direction changes) that are distinct from other members
(Loken andWard 1990; Tversky 1977). Therefore, we expect
that consumers draw greater inferences about product atyp-
icality from ads that contain kinetic property compared with
animated ads that do not contain kinetic property.
Finally, we argue that product atypicality inferences will
lead to enhanced novelty judgments.1 Prior categorization
literature has also supported the link between atypicality and
novelty. For example, when an atypical product offers a new
functionality, consumers are more likely to perceive the new
1Although product atypicality and novelty are similar constructs,
prior work has suggested that a product of a category could be viewed
as more or less novel than another without being judged as atypical of
the category in question (Hekkert, Snelders, and Wieringen 2003).
Thus, we believe that atypicality and novelty are not the same, though
they share the same nomological network. However, we also
empirically examine this issue by testing for discriminant validity
between the two constructs. A conﬁrmatory factor analysis using data
pooled across multiple studies (N = 883) revealed support for dis-
criminant validity (Δc2(1) = 4.67, p < .05; Anderson and Gerbing
1988). A stronger and more conservative test suggested by Fornell
and Larcker (1981) also conﬁrmed discriminant validity: average
variances extracted for atypicality (.84) and novelty (.66) were higher
than the squared correlation between the two constructs (.53).
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functionality as truly new (Ziamou and Ratneshwar 2003).
Similarly, a furniture piece’s design is perceived as novel
when it has atypical attributes relative to other furniture
(Whitﬁeld and Slatter 1979). Accordingly, when consumers
infer an advertised product as atypical, their atypicality
inferences should drive greater novelty judgments. Recap-
ping the preceding discussion, we hypothesize the following:
H1a: The focal product is perceived as more novel after
exposure to the high (vs. low) kinetic property ad.
H1b: The effect of kinetic property on novelty judgments is
serially (and positively) mediated by ad liveliness and
product atypicality, respectively.
It is important to note that “ad liveliness” refers to per-
ceptions of the focal ad appearing lively in a visual sense (e.g.,
alive with color, alive with movement) but does not imply
that the focal ad is literally/biologically alive (and thus could
be killed or made dead). Furthermore, we focus on per-
ceptions of ad liveliness rather than liveliness of speciﬁc
on-screen images because previous research has shown that
holistic processing predominates over component-level pro-
cessing when it comes to visual perceptions (e.g., Navon
1977). Prior marketing literature has also documented that
consumers’ sensory experience of visuals often tends to come
from holistic impressions of all elements together rather than
a bottom-up processing of individual elements (Orth and
Malkewitz 2008). This idea is also mirrored in the broader
literature on ad processing (e.g., Meyers-Levy 1989) as well
as related areas such as preconscious processing (e.g.,
Janiszewski 1988) and embodied cognition (e.g., Chae and
Hoegg 2013).
Overview of Experimental Paradigm
The basic experimental paradigm involved showing partici-
pants a web-based multimedia advertisement that introduced
a ﬁctitious new product followed by a survey containing
dependent measures and covariates (for details on scale items,
see Appendix A). Wemanipulated kinetic property by varying
motion trajectories of the visual elements in the ad. In the high
kinetic property ad, images and informative text about the
product appeared sequentially on-screen such that there were
multiple points of direction change in their respective motion
trajectories. In the low kinetic property ad, the same images
appeared in the ad sequentiallywithout direction changes (path
trajectories remained unchanged from point of entry to point
of rest). Unless otherwise noted, all other ad elements were
identical (see Appendix B, Panel A).
Study 1: The Novelty-Enhancing
Effect of Kinetic Property
Our main focus at this point is in isolating the role of kinetic
property and explicating how it inﬂuences consumers’ novelty-
related inferences. Thus, we include two ads that contain
moving elements: one possessing a change in direction (high
kinetic property) and the other without it (low kinetic prop-
erty). In this way, we can clearly pinpoint the role of kinetic
property of motion and not conﬂate it with the presence or
absence of motion itself. However, we also include a static ad
as a comparison to the two kinetic property ads to better shed
light on (1) how dynamic ads (ads with movement) compare
with static ads and (2) whether kinetic property has unique
consequences within dynamic ads.2 This question is also
managerially relevant because prior research has documented
some ﬁndings that dynamic ads may be less effective com-
pared with statics ads (Goldstein et al. 2014).
Stimuli, Design, and Procedure
Ninety-four undergraduate students (55% male) participated
in a single-factor (kinetic property: high/low/static) between-
subjects laboratory experiment in exchange for course credit.
The high and low kinetic property stimuli were constructed
as described in the previous section (see Appendix B,
Panel A), while the static ad group saw a screen capture of
the ﬁnal frame (containing all relevant product details; see
Appendix B, Panel B). Upon arrival, participants were ran-
domly assigned to view one of three ads introducing a ﬁc-
titious new smartphone. The focal smartphone was an
incrementally new product (INP); product descriptions
reﬂected it, and participant ratings conﬁrmed the same (mean
novelty rating in the static ad was below the midpoint of the
scale; M = 3.65, SD = 1.46). After viewing the ad, participants
rated its novelty (a = .80). We also measured participants’
attention to the ad (a = .84) to test for differences in attention
across dynamism (moving vs. static) and kinetic property (high
vs. low).
Results and Discussion
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) on novelty per-
ceptions revealed a signiﬁcant main effect for kinetic prop-
erty (F(2, 91) = 4.50, p < .02). In support of H1a, planned
contrasts showed that perceived product novelty was greater
in the high (vs. low) kinetic property ad (Mhigh = 4.67, SD =
1.36; Mlow = 3.86, SD = 1.42; t(91) = 2.25, p < .03). In
addition, participants exposed to the high kinetic property ad
rated the product as more novel than did those exposed to the
static ad (Mstatic = 3.65, SD = 1.46; t(91) = 2.85, p < .01).
There were no differences in novelty perceptions between the
low kinetic property and static ads (t(91) = .62, p > .5). Taken
together, this pattern indicates that kinetic property, and not
movement alone, predicts novelty judgments.
Moreover,while participants’ attention to the adwas greater
for both high and low kinetic property ads (Mhigh = 5.40, SD =
1.17; Mlow = 5.21, SD = 1.26) compared with the static ad
(Mstatic = 4.23, SD = 1.25; ps < .01), attention was not different
between the two kinetic property ads (p > .5). Taken together,
these ﬁndings imply that both the dynamic ads were more
attention-getting compared with the static ad—a pattern to
be expected because moving objects are preattended by the
human visual system (McLeod, Driver, and Crisp 1988).
Yet for motion to affect consumers’ inferences regarding
product novelty, merely catching attention is not enough.
Moving ad elements should also contain kinetic property.
Without kinetic property, a dynamic ad does not generate
2We thank Reviewer 2 for this recommendation.
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visual liveliness, an important inferential cue for novelty-
related judgments, and thus leaves novelty perceptions
unchanged relative to static ads.
Prior research exploring animated ads has documented
distraction as a major drawback of these ads because ani-
mations may interfere with viewers’ cognitive processing of
ad messages (Yoo and Kim 2005). The inclusion of the static
ad condition also enabled us to explore whether kinetic
property in the ad works as a distractor. The static ad group’s
evaluations of the focal product without animations of any
kind provided the baseline novelty ratings. Furthermore,
given that the baseline novelty ratings placed the focal product
at the incrementally novel end of the new product con-
tinuum, the increase in perceived novelty due to kinetic
property cannot be attributed to distraction on account of
kinetic property.
That is, if the high kinetic property ad distracts consumers
from processing attribute details, product novelty judgments
should revert to the baseline (due to guessing or regression to
the mean), whereas novelty judgments would remain at the
baseline level with the low kinetic property ad. Thus, if dis-
tractionwere in play, we should observe, at best, null effects or
possibly negative effects of kinetic property. However, the
pattern we observed was opposite to that predicted by the
distraction account. To elaborate, novelty ratings in the high
kinetic property ad were enhanced beyond the baseline ratings
of the static control group, whereas this enhancement did not
manifest in the low kinetic property ad.3 This ﬁnding implies
that kinetic property actively serves to enhance perceived
novelty. Why/how should it do so? To answer this question,
we focus on the hypothesized inference-making process
underlying the novelty-enhancing effect of kinetic property
and empirically test it with mediation analyses in Study 2.
Study 2: The Process Underlying the
Novelty-Enhancing Effect of Kinetic
Property
We theorize that kinetic property enhances perceptions of ad
liveliness from which consumers infer the focal product’s
atypicality, which in turn shapes their novelty judgments. In
this study, we empirically test our process hypothesis: kinetic
property → ad liveliness → product atypicality → product
novelty. In addition, we also outline and test for competing
process accounts and alternative explanations that include
vividness, anthropomorphism, attitude toward the ad, and
distraction.
Competing Process Accounts
One could argue that kinetic property may enhance novelty
by increasing the vividness of the ad. A stimulus can be
considered vivid when it is attention getting, emotionally
interesting, imagery provoking, memorable, or easier to elab-
orate (Keller and Block 1997). However, although vividness
affects attention paid to the ad, it should not affect novelty
because it does not offer any visual cues related to animacy that
contribute to inferences toward atypicality. Therefore, we do not
expect it to play a mediating role in the proposed causal chain.
Anthropomorphism is another possible alternative ex-
planation. Kinetic property may lead to anthropomorphic
inferences wherein the product is thought to be “human-like.”
Note that anthropomorphism is generally perceived when
nonhuman entities contain or elicit human forms (Kim and
McGill 2011). However, our ad elements are restricted to
product images that are visually and innately inanimate and,
thus, do not include any human references. In addition, kinetic
property—a motion-related property—does not contain any
connotations of humanity. Thus, our theory leads us to expect
kinetic property to generate visual liveliness without any
attendant “human” or “life”-like judgments. Therefore, we do
not expect anthropomorphic inferences/judgments to mediate
our process. However, as with vividness, we measure and
empirically test anthropomorphism in the causal chain.
We also examine whether attitude toward the ad (Aad)
has a process role. This examination is motivated by previous
work showing that Aad can affect downstream judgments
(MacKenzie, Lutz, and Belch 1986) and the conjecture that
kinetic property may affect participants’ liking of the ad.
However, whereas Aad captures consumers’ affective reactions
to the ad, ad liveliness refers to consumers’ visual impression
of the ad and is restricted to the visual domain. Thus, we do
not expect Aad to play a mediating role but nevertheless
empirically test for it in Studies 2 and 3.
Finally, even though Study 1 provides strong experimental
evidence that distraction does not play a role in the effect
observed, we further test for distraction using a different
measure. In Study 2, we recruit a recall task to test whether
kinetic property draws consumers’ attention away fromproduct
attribute information, thereby leading to inﬂated novelty
judgments.
Stimuli and Pretest
We created two versions (high and low kinetic property) of an
advertisement introducing a ﬁctitious new smartphone. As in
Study 1, we used an incrementally new smartphone, and a
pretest (N = 30, online panel) showcasing the product in a
static ad conﬁrmed that, a priori, the product was viewed as an
INP (M = 3.5, SD = 1.75). A second pretest (N = 83; online
panel) checked whether the two ads differed only on kinetic
property and not on any other relevant dimensions. Partic-
ipants were told that they would rate an ad on several
dimensions and were randomly assigned to view one of two
ads. We then asked them to rate kinetic property in the ad
using a 100-point sliding scale: “I noticed direction changes
in motion in the ad” (0 = “strongly disagree,” and 100 =
“strongly agree”). Participants also rated the ad’s visual
3As a follow-up to Study 1, we also conducted an additional
within-subject study to incorporate participant-speciﬁc baseline
ratings in the analysis. In the follow-up study, 69 undergraduate
students reported their novelty ratings before they viewed the focal
ad. After an unrelated ﬁller task, participants were randomly shown
one of two kinetic property ads and rated product novelty. Repli-
cating Study 1, a one-way analysis of covariance on novelty
judgments with participants’ priors as a covariate revealed that
product novelty judgments were greater in the high (vs. low) kinetic
property ad (Mhigh = 3.22, SD = 1.34; Mlow = 2.44, SD = 1.24;
F(1, 66) = 8.00, p < .01).
98 / Journal of Marketing, November 2015
appearance (a = .97) and informativeness (a = .91; for details,
see Appendix A). As we expected, those in the high (vs. low)
kinetic property ad condition detected greater kinetic property
(Mhigh= 69.46, SD = 25.18;Mlow = 53.24, SD = 29.10; t(81) =
2.71, p < .01). Importantly, the ads did not differ in terms of
visual appearance (Mhigh = 3.64, SD = 1.68; Mlow = 3.54,
SD = 1.54; t(81) = .29, p > .75) or informativeness (Mhigh =
4.30, SD = 1.44; Mlow = 4.18, SD = 1.46; t(81) = .36 p > .7).
Main Study
Fifty-nine undergraduate students (53% male) participated
in a single-factor (kinetic property: high, low) between-subjects
laboratory experiment in exchange for course credit. Par-
ticipants were randomly assigned to view one of two pre-
tested ads, subsequent to which they reported arousal (a =
.93) and ad liveliness (a = .94). Next, we measured judg-
ments of product novelty (a = .74) and atypicality (a = .78).
We also measured participants’ attention to the ad (a = .86).
Later, to test for the role of distraction, we measured partic-
ipants’ recall to check whether the kinetic property manipu-
lation distracted from cognitive processing of ad messages.
After the recall task, participants reported ad vividness (a =
.76), anthropomorphism perceptions (a = .79), and Aad (a =
.88), followed by demographic information.
Results and Discussion
Product novelty. A one-way ANOVA revealed a sig-
niﬁcant main effect for kinetic property (F(1, 57) = 9.69, p <
.01). In support of H1a, participants rated the product as more
novel when kinetic property was high versus low (Mhigh =
4.21, SD = 1.13; Mlow = 3.26, SD = 1.21).
In addition, both participants’ recall (Mhigh = 2.25, SD =
1.26; Mlow = 2.47, SD = 1.22; t(57) = .67, p > .5) and self-
reported attention to the ad (Mhigh = 4.57, SD = 1.34; Mlow =
4.48, SD = 1.59; t(57) = .22, p > .8) were not signiﬁcantly
different, indicating that kinetic property did not differentially
affect attention to the ad and, thus, attribute encoding. This
pattern indicates that distraction cannot explain the difference
in novelty judgments between the high and low kinetic
property ads. In addition, there were no signiﬁcant differences
in arousal (Mhigh = 3.96, SD = 1.29; Mlow = 3.40, SD = 1.49;
t(57) = 1.53, p > .13) or Aad (Mhigh = 2.76, SD = 1.38; Mlow =
2.66, SD = 1.14; t(57) = .30, p > .75) across the two ads.
Process mediation. Next, we estimated a serial multiple
mediator model (Hayes 2012; Model 6) to test our proposed
underlying process (H1b). Regression coefﬁcients appear in
Figure 2. In support of H1b, bootstrap analyses revealed a
signiﬁcant serial mediation effect (.3139, 95% conﬁdence
interval [CI] = [.10, .73]). Other than this signiﬁcant serial
causal chain, all other causal chains in the model yielded
conﬁdence intervals including zero.
Competing accounts. To test for alternative causal chains,
we ﬁrst estimated a serial multiple mediator model with ad
liveliness replaced with ad vividness. Kinetic property did not
affect ad vividness (b = .16, t = .51, p > .6), and moreover,
vividness did not affect atypicality inferences (b = .24, t = 1.83,
p > .05). Process analysis further conﬁrmed that the alternative
process of ad vividness mediating the effect of kinetic property
(kinetic property→ ad vividness→ product atypicality→ product
novelty) was not supported (.0191, 95% CI = [-.03, .16]).
A second serial mediation analysis using anthropo-
morphism as a process variable again revealed no effect of
kinetic property on anthropomorphism (b = .20, t = .50, p >
.6) and no effect of anthropomorphism on atypicality (b = .15,
t = 1.43, p > .15). Furthermore, the overall alternative path
through anthropomorphism (kinetic property → anthropo-
morphism→ product atypicality→ product novelty) was also
not supported (.0153, 95% CI = [-.03, .18]). Finally, a third
process model with Aad as a mediator (kinetic property→Aad
→ product atypicality → product novelty) also revealed no
support for the indirect path (.0117, 95% CI = [-.07, .14]).
In summary, Study 2 yields support for our proposed
process: kinetic property enhances ad liveliness, which in
turn increases how atypical the focal product is inferred to
be. In addition, increased atypicality drives greater novelty
judgments. Moreover, the data suggest that in the context of
kinetic property, the alternative explanations of ad vividness,
anthropomorphism, andAad do not hold. Finally, Study 2 also
conﬁrms that kinetic property does not distract ad processing.
Although this evidence lends support to the hypothesized
theory, one concern may be that the experimental procedure
could have driven the effects. That is, because we measured
novelty after participants reported their ad liveliness im-
pressions, ad liveliness might have served as an anchor. To
address this issue, we took two steps: First, we conducted a
replication (N = 40) with a modiﬁed procedure to ensure
clearer methodological separation (Podsakoff et al. 2003).
Second, we estimated multiple structural equation models
with correlated errors.4We found that (1) the revised empirical
study replicated our previous results, including the serial
mediation pattern, and (2) across different structural equation
models (with and without correlated errors), the core effect
and mediation paths remained robust (i.e., theoretical infer-
ences do not change; for details, seeWebAppendix A). Taken
together, these follow-up analyses help rule out concerns
that methodological issues (e.g., rating spillover, correlated
measurement errors) led to the serial mediation pattern.
Going forward, we explore how the novelty-enhancing
effect of kinetic property varies across different types of new
products. Because kinetic property shapes novelty judgments
through inference making, it is likely that product attribute
information that is simultaneously conveyed along with
kinetic property affects what kind of inferences are made.
Thus, how inﬂuential kinetic property is as a visual cue should
be moderated by the type of new product being advertised
(i.e., whether it is an INP or a radically new product [RNP]).
Study 3: Two-Channel Cue Provision
and the Moderating Role of
Innovation Type
A robust stream of literature has documented how products
differ on innovation levels and classiﬁes them as being either
4We thank the area editor for the recommendation on the
follow-ups.
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incrementally or radically new (Chandy and Tellis 1998).
Incrementally new products are characterized by reﬁnement
of existing product attributes and are consistent with con-
sumers’ preexisting knowledge, whereas RNPs bring new
attributes to the table that challenge and expand consumers’
preexisting knowledge (Hoefﬂer 2003). From a marketing
communication standpoint, product-attribute information
conveyed in an ad often helps separate INPs from RNPs.
Next, consider a multimedia ad execution that contains
kinetic property. Here, we begin with the premise that such an
ad conveys two types of diagnostic cues simultaneously. First,
pictorial and text ad elements directly inform consumers of
attribute information. Such information forms an explicit cue
that should be cognitively processed to evaluate the focal
product. Second, kinetic property embedded in the moving
ad elements conveys sensory cues (ad liveliness, as Studies 1
and 2 demonstrate). Thus, both types of communicative
cues—cognitive and sensory—occur simultaneously in the
given ad. This two-channel cue provision notion ﬁnds parallels
in research on advertising (Messaris 1997; Peracchio and
Meyers-Levy 2005), attitudes (Chaiken and Maheswaran
1994; Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann 1983), and embodied
cognition (Chae and Hoegg 2013; Sundar and Noseworthy
2014).
Furthermore, we posit that between these two types of cues,
sensory cues will be processed earlier and faster. This con-
jecture is also supported by previous work on preattentive
processing: because kinetic property is a sensory input, it
should be visually preattended (Greenwald and Leavitt 1984;
Jarvenpaa 1990) before attribute information is cognitively
elaborated on. Thus, consumers should form novelty judgments
almost instantaneously when an ad execution contains kinetic
property. Such judgments should precede inferences derived
from cognitive processing of attribute information. Prior re-
search on elaboration and ad processing has also suggested
that attribute information processing is relatively effortful
and slow compared with perceptual processing (Chaiken
and Maheswaran 1994; MacInnis and Jaworski 1989).
Taken together, it follows that the presence of kinetic
property in an ad should change the locus of inference from
product attributes to ad liveliness. That is, in the presence of
kinetic property, consumers rely less on attribute infor-
mation to derive downstream judgments. Note that we do
not suggest that attribute information is not processed (or
less attended to); it is merely not adequately recruited by the
consumer in the inferential process. Results from Levene’s
test of equality of variance and posttest for Study 3 support
this expectation.
Why should the shift in the locus of inference matter?
Consider a new product advertised with an ad execution
containing moving ad elements. If the locus-of-inference
argument holds, we should observe the following: First, in
the case of the low kinetic property ad, although kinetic
property is processed earlier through the sensory route
(i.e., the shift in inferential cue occurs), because the ad does
not offer strong visual liveliness cues, novelty perceptions
should be determined by cognitively processed attribute
information. Thus, in this case, by deﬁnition RNPs should be
perceived as more novel than INPs.
In contrast, when there is high kinetic property in the ad, it
conveys meaningful visual liveliness cues owing to the
presence of direction changes embedded in moving elements
(as Studies 1 and 2 demonstrate). This cuing should lead to
stronger atypicality/novelty inferences in the case of INPs
(replication of H1). However, in the case of RNPs, because a
priori novelty judgments are relatively higher, it would be
difﬁcult to enhance them further using kinetic property. Thus,
novelty judgments for RNPs will remain unchanged. Taken
together, kinetic property will enhance novelty judgments
for INPs but not RNPs, thereby reducing the difference in
judged novelty between INPs and RNPs. From the this
conceptualization, we formally hypothesize the following:
FIGURE 2
Study 2: The Indirect Effect of Kinetic Property on Novelty Perceptions
Kinetic Property
(high = 1, low = 0)
Ad Liveliness ProductAtypicality
Product
Novelty
2.00**
(5.52) .48**(4.43)
.33
(1.06)
.12
(.32)
.12
(1.25)
.33*
(2.89)
*p < .05.
**p < .001.
Notes: Number of bootstrap samples = 5,000. Regression coefﬁcients are unstandardized.
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H2: The difference in novelty judgments between INPs and
RNPs is signiﬁcantly less (greater) after exposure to the
high (vs. low) kinetic property ad.
At this point, we highlight again that distraction or
attentional differences should not drive the differential effects
of kinetic property across product types. That is, kinetic
property does not interfere with attention capture and/or
learning of information in the ad (as Study 2 shows), but
it does change the locus of inference from attribute infor-
mation to ad liveliness. If attention differences or distraction
is causal, consumers should differ in their attention toward
the ad and/or encoding of attribute information; however, we
do not ﬁnd evidence for any such differences in our data (for
details, see Study 3’s “Results and Discussion” subsection).
Furthermore, if distraction is in play and kinetic property
leads respondents to guess or respond randomly, we should
also observe differences in the variance of novelty judg-
ments between conditions; however, Levene’s test of
equality of variance does not support this expectation
(p > .25).5
Stimuli and Pretest
For this study, we created ads introducing a ﬁctitious new
tablet. We utilized a commonly available tablet as the INP
stimulus and a new type of tablet providing advanced tech-
nology and functionality (i.e., ﬂexible organic light-emitting
diode display and interchangeable hardware) as the RNP
stimulus. Product images were included in the stimuli. We
manipulated kinetic property similarly to previous studies. A
pretest (N = 84; online panel) indicated that kinetic property
was greater in the high (vs. low) kinetic property ad (Mhigh =
73.28, SD = 20.62; Mlow = 52.10, SD = 29.44; t(82) = 3.83,
p < .001). The two ads did not differ on visual appearance
(a = .96; Mhigh = 4.14, SD = 1.80; Mlow = 3.90, SD = 1.77;
t(82) = .61, p > .5) or informativeness (a = .92; Mhigh = 4.38,
SD = 1.51; Mlow = 4.57, SD = 1.25; t(82) = .62, p > .5).
Main Study
One hundred seventeen undergraduate students (52% male)
participated in a 2 (innovation type: RNP, INP) · 2 (kinetic
property: high, low) between-subjects factorial online ex-
periment in exchange for course credit. Participants were
randomly shown one of the four pretested advertisements,
after which they were administered the survey containing
dependentmeasures and covariates.Wemeasured ad liveliness
(a = .89), product novelty (a = .88), and product atypicality
(a = .90). We also captured participants’ attention to the
ad (a = .91), arousal (a = .87), and Aad (a = .94). Finally,
participants provided demographic information.
Results and Discussion
Product novelty. A 2 (innovation type) · 2 (kinetic
property) analysis of covariance with Aad as a covariate re-
vealed a signiﬁcant main effect for innovation type (MRNP =
4.35, SD = 1.49; MINP = 3.36, SD = 1.40; F(1, 112) = 20.45,
p < .001) and no main effect for kinetic property (p > .75).
Furthermore, the two-way interaction between innovation type
and kinetic property was signiﬁcant (F(1, 112) = 11.83, p <
.001). As we hypothesized, planned contrasts revealed that
when kinetic property was low, novelty ratings were greater for
RNPs than for INPs (F(1, 112) = 33.04, p < .001), whereas
when kinetic property was high, novelty ratings were not
signiﬁcantly different across RNPs and INPs (F(1, 112) = .56,
p > .45).
Importantly, a within-group contrast shows that this
reduction in differences was partly driven by the enhance-
ment of novelty judgments for the INP (F(1, 112) = 5.82, p <
.05), replicating the core effect found in previous studies.
Notably, we also ﬁnd that kinetic property reduced the
novelty judgments of RNPs (F(1, 112) = 7.35, p < .01),
a pattern consistent with the shift-in-locus-of-inference
argument outlined previously.
The main effect for Aad was signiﬁcant and positive
(F(1, 112) = 50.42, p < .001), but removing Aad as a
covariate does not change any results. Additional ANOVAs
with attention (all ps > .15), arousal (all ps > .2), and Aad (all
ps > .2) as dependent measures indicate no differences
across conditions. Means and standard deviations appear in
Table 1.
We also conducted a posttest (N = 29; within-subject
design; randomized presentation of stimuli) to determine
whether participants’ attention toward product attributes
(i.e., attribute encoding levels) systematically differed across
conditions. The results show that attribute information was
adequately encoded (M = 2.42, SD = .91, range = 0–4).
Furthermore, there were no differences in attribute recall
between the high and low kinetic property ads across inno-
vation type (p > .8), thereby mitigating concerns of differ-
ential attention between conditions. Finally, the core serial
mediation pattern observed in Study 2 was replicated for the
data in this study as well (.2382, 95% CI = [.03, .50]).
To recap, Study 3 shows that the novelty-enhancing
effect of kinetic property is circumscribed by innovation
type: kinetic property increases novelty perceptions when
innovation type is incremental but does not do so when
innovation type is radical. We next focus on explicating the
role of a theoretically motivated factor circumscribing the
novelty-enhancing effect of kinetic property: ﬁgure-ground
contrast (Guido 2001; Wagemans et al. 2012).
Study 4: Moderation by
Figure-Ground Contrast
Figure-ground contrast is a factor that relates to the ease with
which humans process visual stimuli (Guido 2001; Jarvenpaa
1990). This theory suggests that how a visual stimulus is
processed is not just determined by an isolated aspect of the
stimulus; instead, it is often a consequence of feature contrast
between different stimulus elements (Milosavljevic et al.
2012). This is because one element in a frame often affects
how other elements are visually processed. For example,
for foreground ﬁgures to be sufﬁciently processed, they
should be distinguishable from background settings. Thus,
depending on how visually demanding an ad background is,5We thank Reviewer 1 for this recommendation.
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the foreground kinetic property may be more (or less)
distinguishable and, consequently, differentially effective.
In a conceptual article, Lurie and Mason (2007) suggest that
when ﬁgures are distinguishable from ground settings, they
are likely to exert a greater impact on judgments and per-
ceptions. In addition, Pieters, Wedel, and Batra (2010) show
that ﬁgure-ground contrast shapes the visual complexity of a
print ad, in turn affecting brand identiﬁability.
We recruit similar insights for Study 4.We utilize an optical
illusion–inducing background (see Web Appendix B) to ma-
nipulate ﬁgure-ground contrast between kinetic property—our
foreground element—and the ad background. Building on
the previous discussion, we suggest that when ﬁgure-ground
contrast is low (i.e., the ad background is visually demanding),
kinetic property will be less likely to “pop out” in relation
to the background. Therefore, its impact on novelty judg-
ments should be mitigated. In contrast, when ﬁgure-ground
contrast is high (i.e., the background is less visually
demanding), kinetic property will be distinguishable and
the earlier observed effects on novelty will manifest.
Formally,
H3: With high ﬁgure-ground contrast, novelty judgments are
greater for the high (vs. low) kinetic property ad, but with
low ﬁgure-ground contrast there is no difference.
Stimuli and Pretest
We created online ads introducing a ﬁctitious new digital
camera. A pretest (N = 83; online panel) indicated that kinetic
property was greater in the high (vs. low) kinetic property ad
(Mhigh = 66.05, SD = 26.34; Mlow = 50.40, SD = 27.02;
t(81) = 2.67, p < .01), but the two ads did not differ on visual
appearance (a = .94; Mhigh = 2.74, SD = 1.32; Mlow = 2.81,
SD = 1.50; t(81) = .23, p > .8) or informativeness (a = .93;
Mhigh = 3.82, SD = 1.38;Mlow = 4.22, SD = 1.36; t(81) = 1.34,
p > .15).
TABLE 1
Results for Studies 3–5: Means and Standard Deviations
Study 3 Study 4 Study 5a Study 5b
Innovation Type
Figure-Ground
Contrast Adaptation Market Dynamism
INP RNP High Low Nonadaptation Adaptation High Low
Product Novelty
High kinetic
property
3.77 (1.24) 4.06 (1.26) 4.47 (1.18) 3.70 (.86) 4.86 (1.22) 4.16 (1.48) 3.51 (1.31) 2.68 (1.21)
Low kinetic
property
2.98 (1.45) 4.61 (1.65) 3.45 (1.20) 3.82 (1.11) 4.29 (1.31) 4.40 (1.44) 2.74 (1.00) 2.95 (1.02)
Willingness to
Pay ($)
High kinetic
property
193.28 (121.50) 174.73 (109.86)
Low kinetic
property
147.80 (86.36) 186.16 (110.22)
Purchase
Intentions
High kinetic
property
4.09 (1.52) 2.95 (1.24)
Low kinetic
property
3.35 (1.29) 3.65 (1.45)
Arousal
High kinetic
property
3.58 (1.32) 3.24 (1.23) 3.53 (1.30) 3.63 (1.44) 4.37 (1.30) 4.02 (1.47) 4.30 (1.68) 3.30 (.88)
Low kinetic
property
3.62 (1.16) 3.46 (1.32) 3.38 (1.50) 3.39 (1.46) 4.41 (1.44) 4.00 (1.47) 3.26 (1.54) 3.44 (1.38)
Attention
High kinetic
property
4.52 (1.60) 4.67 (1.52) 4.06 (1.50) 3.78 (1.07) 5.04 (1.45) 4.94 (1.39) 3.89 (1.50) 3.60 (1.59)
Low kinetic
property
4.08 (1.71) 4.04 (1.66) 3.60 (1.72) 3.95 (1.32) 4.92 (1.58) 4.86 (1.65) 3.74 (1.55) 3.92 (1.23)
Attitudes
Toward theAd
High kinetic
property
3.24 (1.44) 3.33 (1.73) 2.94 (1.50) 1.77 (.72) 4.17 (1.64) 3.67 (1.85) 3.44 (1.43) 2.59 (1.28)
Low kinetic
property
3.04 (1.42) 2.83 (1.44) 2.90 (1.39) 2.47 (1.37) 3.92 (1.59) 3.84 (1.64) 2.70 (1.04) 2.72 (1.06)
Notes: Each cell reports raw means and standard deviations (in parentheses).
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Main Study
Seventy-ﬁve undergraduate students (56% male) participated
in a 2 (ﬁgure-ground contrast: high, low) · 2 (kinetic property:
high, low) between-subjects laboratory experiment in exchange
for course credit. Participants were asked to imagine that they
were visiting a website to buy a new digital camera and were
randomly shown one of four pretested ads introducing a new
digital camera (an INP). To manipulate ﬁgure-ground contrast,
we used two versions of an optical illusion–inducing image as
the ad background (see Web Appendix B).
After viewing the website ad, participants reported their
arousal (a = .90) and novelty judgments (a = .73). We also
measured attribute recall to test whether the background
graphic impeded participants’ cognitive processing. Analyses
showed that recall was not signiﬁcantly different across
conditions (all ps > .35), indicating that the ﬁgure-ground
contrast manipulation was isolated to the visual domain and
did not affect cognitive processing (i.e., did not impose
cognitive load). Participants then responded to the manipu-
lation check measures for ﬁgure-ground contrast on seven-
point scales: “How difﬁcult was it to identify the relevant
information from the graphics in the ad background?” “How
hard was it to tell apart the product information from the
graphics in the ad background?” and “How distracting were
the graphics in the ad background while you viewed the ad?”
(a = .87). Finally, they indicated attention to the ad (a = .87)
and Aad (a = .92), followed by demographic information.
Results and Discussion
Manipulation check. A t-test revealed that the ﬁgure-
ground contrast manipulation was successful (Mlow contrast =
5.54, SD = 1.35; Mhigh contrast = 4.41, SD = 1.69; t(73) = 3.20,
p < .01).
Product novelty. A two-way ANOVA revealed no sig-
niﬁcant main effects (ps > .05), but as we hypothesized, the
two-way interaction between ﬁgure-ground contrast and
kinetic property was signiﬁcant (F(1, 71) = 5.09, p < .03). As
Table 1 illustrates, when ﬁgure-ground contrast was high,
novelty judgments were greater in the high (vs. low) kinetic
property ad (F(1, 71) = 7.75, p < .01). However, when ﬁgure-
ground contrast was low, novelty judgments were equivalent
across the two ads (F(1, 71) = .12, p > .7). There were no
differences in arousal (all ps > .6) or attention to the ad (all
ps > .3) across all conditions. Finally, as with Studies 2 and 3,
Aad did not differ by ad type; in addition, including/removing
Aad as a covariate does not change the results.
The results indicate that with lower ﬁgure-ground con-
trast, kinetic property becomes less distinguishable, which
reduces the likelihood that the ad will provide the visual
liveliness cues needed for enhancing novelty, in turn leading
consumers to base their judgments on attribute information.
This has the effect of reducing novelty judgments, in line with
the inherent innovativeness of the product (an incrementally
new digital camera). Thus, these results are consistent with
the inference-based rationale advanced in H2.
Across Studies 3 and 4, we have laid out conditions in
which product-related (innovation type in Study 3) or
process-related (ﬁgure-ground contrast in Study 4) factors
moderate the effect of kinetic property. Furthering these
studies, in Study 5 we introduce two managerially motivated
moderators: visual adaptation to animations and product
category characteristics. In addition, we examine down-
stream variables such as WTP and purchase intentions.
Study 5: Moderation by Ecologically
Relevant Factors
In Study 5, we outline two ecologically relevant factors and
demonstrate their moderating role. First, we address the
characteristics of the environment in which consumers may
be viewing an ad. Speciﬁcally, we examine how the nature
of preceding ads can affect the processing of kinetic
property–laden ads—adaptation (vs. no adaptation) in Study
5a.6 Second, Study 5b investigates how product category
characteristics of the advertised product interact with kinetic
property. For this, we focus on how the ﬁt between a speciﬁc
product category characteristic—market dynamism—and
kinetic property affects consumers’ inference making.
Study 5a: Contextual Adaptation
Prior research has proposed that the stimuli that precede an ad
often determine how consumers respond to the ad (Cox, Cox,
and Mantel 2010; Puccinelli, Wilcox, and Grewal 2015). For
example, Puccinelli, Wilcox, and Grewal (2015) report that
emotions induced by movies lead viewers to avoid energetic
commercials that follow the movie. This argument is also in
line with related research exploring adaptation effects (Folkes
and Matta 2004; Nelson, Meyvis, and Galak 2009). These
researchers suggest that exposure to preceding stimuli (e.g.,
product packages, advertisements) not only leads consumers
to quickly adapt to their experiences of the stimuli but also de-
creases their responsiveness to the following target stimulus.
This discussion offers the substantive implication that
an ad-viewing context that leads consumers to adapt to a
speciﬁc ad feature (i.e., kinetic property, in our case) would
alter intended advertising effects. Drawing on this notion,
we propose that when consumers are exposed to a series
of similarly animated ads (i.e., adaptation condition), their
novelty judgments will be less affected by kinetic property
because they have adapted to animated visuals in the focal ad.
In contrast, the novelty-enhancing effect of kinetic property
will manifest when consumers are not visually adapted to
animations (i.e., nonadaptation condition). Taken together,
H4: In the nonadaptation condition, novelty judgments are
greater for the high (vs. low) kinetic property ad, but this
difference is not present in the adaptation condition.
Study 5a Stimuli, Design, and Procedure
We developed high and low kinetic property ads introducing
a ﬁctitious, incrementally new smartphone. The kinetic
property manipulation followed previous studies. We also
prepared four web ads introducing other INPs as ad stimuli
preceding the focal ad. Relatedwork on repetition has suggested
6We thank the area editor for the recommendation for Study 5a.
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that two or three exposures are usually sufﬁcient to induce
adaptation (e.g., Campbell and Keller 2003). To avoid tedium,
we had participants view ﬁve ads in total, including the focal ad.
To minimize product-category confounds, we also used con-
sumer electronics products (laptops, tablets, digital cameras, and
printers) in the four preceding ads. For the adaptation group,
animations of the same kind being used in the focal ad were
embedded into the four preceding ads, so that participants were
contextually adapted. For the nonadaptation group, a random
set of four ads (using the same products as in the other group)
was presented followed by the focal ad. Importantly, for both
the adaptation and nonadaptation conditions, we took care to
ensure that relevant physical ad features such as the size of
the product image, number of images, number of trajectories,
trajectory length, start and end points of individual trajectories,
and amount of textual information presented in the four pre-
ceding ads were identical to that of the focal ad.
Two hundred thirty (Mage = 37.33 years; 57% male)
consumers from an online panel participated in a 2 (adap-
tation: nonadaptation, adaption) · 2 (kinetic property: high,
low) between-subjects factorial experiment. Participants
were told that they would be shown ﬁve online advertise-
ments andwould evaluate one of the ﬁve ads. Then, theywere
randomly assigned to one of four conditions. The four pre-
ceding ads were presented in randomized order, and the focal
ad was always shown at the end. After viewing all ﬁve ads,
participants read a ﬁller story. Subsequently, participants
reported their arousal (a = .88), product novelty judgments
(a = .86), and WTP. We also measured participants’ recall of
attribute information. After the recall task, participants
indicated attention to the ad (a = .91), Aad (a = .96), and the
ad’s visual appearance (a = .97) and informativeness (a =
.88). They then responded to a manipulation check measure
for kinetic property and provided demographic information.
Study 5a Results and Discussion
Manipulation check. Independent-sample t-tests indi-
cated that kinetic property was greater in the high (vs. low)
kinetic property ad (Mhigh = 55.11, SD = 31.55;Mlow = 37.03,
SD = 27.54; t(228) = 4.62, p < .001).
Product novelty. A two-way ANOVA revealed no sig-
niﬁcant main effects (ps > .1), but a signiﬁcant two-way
interaction (F(1, 226) = 5.19, p < .05) emerged, in support
of H4 (Table 1 provides means and standard deviations).
Replicating our core effect, within the nonadaptation group,
novelty judgments were greater in the high (vs. low) kinetic
property ad (F(1, 226) = 5.07, p < .05), whereas within the
adaptation group, novelty judgments were equivalent across
both ads (F(1, 226) = 1.05, p > .3). In addition, there were no
differences in participants’ arousal (p > .9), attention to the ad
(p > .6), Aad (p > .8), recall (p > .5), the ad’s visual appearance
(p > .6), and the ad’s informativeness (p > .6) across the two
kinetic property conditions.
WTP. Consistent with prior research on the downstream
effects of novelty judgments (Ziamou and Ratneshwar 2003),
we expect WTP to reﬂect the pattern observed for novelty
judgments. In addition, novelty should mediate the effect of
kinetic property on WTP. A two-way ANOVA on WTP
revealed no signiﬁcant main effects (ps > .2) but indicated a
signiﬁcant two-way interaction between adaptation and
kinetic property (F(1, 226) = 3.99, p < .05). As Table 1 shows,
within the nonadaptation group, WTP was greater with high
(vs. low) kinetic property ads (F(1, 226) = 5.02, p < .05), but
within the adaptation group,WTPwas not different across the
two ads (F(1, 226) = .31, p > .55).
Bootstrap analyses with kinetic property as antecedent,
WTP as criterion, contextual adaptation as moderator, and
novelty judgments as mediator revealed support for mod-
erated mediation (Hayes 2012, Model 7). Speciﬁcally, the
effect of kinetic property on WTP through novelty was
signiﬁcant and positive within the nonadaptation group
(9.5359, 95% CI = [2.06, 22.44]), but not so within the
adaptation group (-4.1662, 95% CI = [-16.22, 3.72]).
To recap, Study 5a shows that when consumers are
contextually adapted to kinetic animations, the effect of
kinetic property is mitigated. This ﬁnding implies that con-
textual factors such as the immediate environment in which
consumers view an ad can lead to adaptation to advertising
features and determine their subsequent responses. We also
show that enhanced novelty judgments by kinetic property
further affect consumers’ WTP.
Study 5b: Market Dynamism
In our studies so far, we have shown effects for kinetic
property for high-technology products (e.g., smartphones,
tablets, digital cameras). Such products are often charac-
terized by highly dynamic and fast-changing technologies,
customer needs, or ﬁrm strategies (Henard and Szymanski
2001). In contrast, other product categories involve relatively
stable technologies or longer product life cycles and thus
remain much the same in markets (Aaker and Jacobson
2001; Rubera and Kirca 2012). Previous research has deﬁned
this characteristic as market dynamism and suggested that
it varies substantially across brands or product categories
(Maltz and Kohli 1996; Mizik and Jacobson 2008). In Study
5b, we examine how consumers’ perceptions of market
dynamism interact with kinetic property executions.7
To elaborate, when a given product category is highly
dynamic, consumers would expect to see dynamic visual
features in its product advertisements. Moreover, consumers’
response to the focal product would be more favorable when
their a priori expectations of ad features for a given product
category are met. Prior research has supported this conjecture
(e.g., Chae and Hoegg 2013; Cian, Krishna, and Elder 2014).
For example, Cian, Krishna, and Elder (2014) show that
consumers evaluate a modern brand more favorably when its
logo has a dynamic design. However, when a given product
category is more stable (i.e., less dynamic), novelty is likely
to be a less important determinant of marketplace success
(Rubera and Kirca 2012). In this case, ad executions aimed
at enhancing novelty are also likely to be less impactful.
Consumers should not expect to see ad executions aimed
at bolstering novelty perceptions. In our case, high kinetic
property ads should thus be less relevant/expected. Combining
7We thank Reviewers 1 and 2 for their recommendations for
Study 5b.
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these expectations, we suggest that kinetic property-laden
executions would be effective in enhancing novelty judg-
ments for a product category that is high in market dyna-
mism (e.g., smartphones, mobile apps) but should not be
effective for a product category with low market dynamism
(e.g., home furnishings, ofﬁce products). Formally,
H5: When the focal product category is high in market dyna-
mism, product novelty judgments are greater for the high
(vs. low) kinetic property ad, but this difference is not
present when the focal product category is low in market
dynamism.
In Study 5b, we examine H5 by priming (high or low) market
dynamism for the focal product.8
Study 5b Stimuli, Design, and Procedure
For this study, we use printers as the focal product. We created
two versions of market dynamism descriptions for the U.S.
printer market. Depending on the market dynamism condition,
the U.S. printer market was described as having either quickly
or slowly changing product models, consumer preferences,
and promotion/advertising strategies (see Web Appendix C).
We also developed two ads introducing a ﬁctitious, incremen-
tally new printer by varying kinetic property. We manipulated
kinetic property in the same manner as previous studies.
Ninety-six undergraduate students (49% male) partici-
pated in a 2 (market dynamism: high, low) · 2 (kinetic
property: high, low) between-subjects factorial laboratory
experiment in exchange for course credit. Upon arrival, par-
ticipants were told that they would be evaluating a new printer
and asked to read an excerpt from online news describing
the U.S. printer market. Then, they were randomly assigned
to read one of the two (high vs. low) market dynamism
descriptions. Next, participants were randomly shown one of
the two (high vs. low) kinetic property advertisements.
After viewing the ad, participants reported their arousal
(a = .91), product novelty judgments (a = .77), and purchase
intentions (a = .85). Next, we measured participants’ recall of
attribute information. After the recall task, we measured
participants’ attention to the ad (a = .90), Aad (a = .89), and
the ad’s visual appearance (a = .95) and informativeness (a =
.80). Participants then responded to the manipulation check
measures for market dynamism and kinetic property on
seven-point scales. For the market dynamism manipulation
check, we asked participants to rate how slowly or quickly
product models, consumer preferences for features, selling
strategies, and promotion/advertising strategies change in the
printer market (1 = “very slowly,” and 7 = “very quickly”;a =
.92). Finally, participants provided demographic information.
Study 5b Results and Discussion
Manipulation checks. A t-test revealed that the high
market dynamism group rated the printer market as chang-
ing more quickly in terms of product models, consumer
preferences, selling strategies, and promotion/advertising
strategies (Mhigh dynamism = 5.58, SD = 1.04; Mlow dynamism =
3.18, SD = 1.36; t(94) = 9.76, p < .001). Kinetic property was
greater in the high (vs. low) kinetic property ad (Mhigh KP = 5.06,
SD = 1.68; Mlow KP = 4.15, SD = 1.54; t(94) = 2.78, p < .01).
Product novelty. A two-way ANOVA revealed no sig-
niﬁcant main effects (ps > .15) but, as we hypothesized, a
signiﬁcant two-way interaction emerged between market
dynamism and kinetic property (F(1, 92) = 4.80, p < .05).
Speciﬁcally, within the high market dynamism group, nov-
elty judgments were greater in the high (vs. low) kinetic
property ad (F(1, 92) = 5.91, p < .05), whereas within the low
market dynamism group, novelty judgments were equivalent
across the two ads (F(1, 92) = .49, p > .45). Participants’
arousal (p > .05), attention to the ad (p > .8), Aad (p > .15), and
recall (p > .1), as well as the ad’s visual appearance (p > .4)
and informativeness (p > .15), were not signiﬁcantly different
across the two kinetic property conditions.
Purchase intentions. A two-way ANOVA revealed a
signiﬁcant two-way interaction (F(1, 92) = 6.38, p < .05). No
other effects were signiﬁcant (ps > .15). Within the high
market dynamism group, purchase intentions were greater
with high (vs. low) kinetic property ads (F(1, 92) = 3.83, p <
.05) but were not different across ad type within the low
market dynamism group (F(1, 92) = 2.61, p > .1). Fur-
thermore, novelty judgments mediated the effect of kinetic
property on purchase intentions when market dynamism was
high (.4922, 95% CI = [.09, .98]), whereas this path was not
signiﬁcant when market dynamism was low (-.1695, 95%
CI = [-.66, .23]).
In Study 5b, we outline a second managerially relevant
moderator: market dynamism. This study demonstrates that
the novelty-enhancing effect of kinetic property holds when
the focal category’s market dynamism is high but dissipates
when it is low. We also show that kinetic property, under
certain conditions, positively affects downstream purchase
intentions. Study 5b is also consistent with prior work that has
shown that consumers may not always want product novelty
(Gourville 2006). This implication is particularly relevant for
more stable product categories.
General Discussion
Across six studies, we outline a new substantive ﬁnding:
that kinetic property embedded in ads enhances consumer
judgments of product novelty. Studies 1 and 2 document the
phenomenon and explicate the underlying process: kinetic
property generates impressions of ad liveliness, which lead to
inferences of product atypicality and, consequently, higher
novelty judgments. Study 3 shows that kinetic property is
effective in heightening novelty judgments for incremental,
but not radical, innovations. Study 4 further extends this
framework by outlining a theoretically driven moderator:
ﬁgure-ground contrast. Speciﬁcally, the core effect ismitigated
when ﬁgure-ground contrast makes kinetic property less
discriminable. Studies 5a and 5b outline two substantively
motivated contextual moderators: adaptation (Study 5a) and
market dynamism (Study 5b). Study 5a shows that contextual
adaptation can mitigate the effect of kinetic property, while
8A different study (N = 104) also examined the moderating effect
of market dynamism by actually varying product categories
(smartphones vs. table lamps) and replicated the ﬁndings observed
in Study 5b.
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Study 5b shows that kinetic property is effective when con-
sumers perceive the category being advertised to have higher
(vs. lower) levels of market dynamism. Studies 5a and 5b
also document downstream effects of kinetic property on
WTP and purchase intentions.
Theoretical Contributions
Several aspects of this initial investigation examining the
effect of kinetic property in advertising contribute to the
extant literature. First, our primary contribution lies in
uncovering a new determinant of consumers’ novelty
judgments: kinetic property in ads. Prior marketing research
exploring animations has focused either on animation as
personiﬁcations/avatars (e.g., Holzwarth, Janiszewski, and
Neumann 2006) or on how animations in banner ads distract
web users from performing a focal task and thus annoy them
(Goldstein et al. 2014). In contrast, by integrating theory from
psychophysics, vision research, and marketing, we pinpoint a
speciﬁc property of animations—kinetic property, deﬁned as
direction changes in on-screen motion paths—that could
make animated ads more effective. Likewise, our work
contributes to the nascent literature on multimedia adver-
tising (Goldstein et al. 2014; Puccinelli, Wilcox, and Grewal
2015). More generally, it adds to the literature on the impact
of visual properties of marketing communication (e.g., Cian,
Krishna, and Elder 2014; Hagtvedt 2011).
Second, we outline a novel theoretical framework as to
why kinetic property generates positive effects on consumer
novelty judgments. To this end, we delineate an inference-
based process mechanism. Stronger impressions of visual
liveliness lead consumers to infer the advertised product
as atypical of its category, which in turn leads to greater
judgments of product novelty. Our explication of process also
contributes to the parent literature on perceptual animacy
(e.g., Tremoulet and Feldman 2000). Prior visual perception
literature has primarily treated perceptual animacy as an end
state of visual processing, and little research has examined its
impact on subsequent outcomes (for an exception, see Gao,
McCarthy, and Scholl 2010). Furthering prior work, we not
only link perceptual animacy, a low-level visual-perception
construct, to high-level cognition and inference (i.e., percep-
tions about ads, atypicality, and novelty of advertised prod-
ucts) but also show that this extended linkage further shapes
consequential downstream outcomes such as WTP and pur-
chase intentions.
Third, we uncover three theoretically and substantively
relevant boundary conditions: (1) innovation type, (2) ﬁgure-
ground contrast between kinetic property and ad background,
and (3) contextual adaptation and market dynamism. By
delineating these boundary conditions, we show when and
where the positive effect of kinetic property on novelty
judgments manifests or is moderated across four studies.
Combining these results with evidence for our proposed
mechanism, we offer theoretical insights for further research
on animated advertisements.
Managerial Implications
Although dynamic content such as motion graphics and
kinetic typography is extensively used in online advertising,
there exist few substantive guidelines that can help ﬁrms’
decision making in this regard. This research aims to provide
theoretically grounded insights on the role of dynamic
content in marketing communications.
First, we demonstrate that kinetic property enhances
novelty judgments, particularly when the product is an
incremental innovation. This ﬁnding opens up opportunities
for nondominant ﬁrms (e.g., low-innovation ﬁrms, low-
budget brands) to more effectively advertise their new
products. Although RNPs have received much attention from
scholars and marketers, the lion’s share of new product
introductions are actually INPs. For example, 75% of new
product markets for industrial goods start with an incremental
innovation (Min, Kalwani, and Robinson 2006). Moreover,
the strategy of pursuing a strong base of incremental inno-
vations is also beneﬁcial because they are associated with
lower risk and normal proﬁts (Sorescu and Spanjol 2008).
Given this context, we believe that the insight that kinetic
property can help better communicate novelty for incre-
mental innovations offers substantively signiﬁcant implica-
tions for a variety of ﬁrms and a broad array of new products.
Second, as Study 4 makes clear, the manner in which
kinetic property is executed within a multimedia ad can also
have strong effects on its effectiveness. If other elements
within the ad execution combine in such a way that ﬁgure-
ground contrast is reduced, we ﬁnd that kinetic property
becomes less discriminable. As a result, its novelty-enhancing
effect is mitigated. This is an especially important issue for
multimedia advertising executions in which different visual
inputs can be used together in a single ad, and our research
offers tactically relevant insights on factors that can help
marketers design more visually balanced advertisements.
Third, Studies 5a and 5b offer relevant contextual bound-
aries to when and where marketers should utilize kinetic
property. Study 5a shows that short-term adaptation to ani-
mated ads can lead consumers to quickly acclimate to kinetic
property; thus, its positive effect could be mitigated. Insights
from these ﬁndings are particularly relevant given recent
advances in behavioral targeting. Because behavioral targeting
enables an online ad to be displayed on a speciﬁc web page
by tracking consumers’ browsing behavior (Schumann,
Wangenheim, and Groene 2014), it may help marketers
determine when and where to position animated ads and
maximize advertising effectiveness. This issue is highly rel-
evant to the current online multimedia environment, in which
consumers are often exposed to various types of content
sequentially or simultaneously.
In Study 5b, we outline how perceived market dynamism
acts as a second substantively important moderator. As results
show, kinetic property has a positive impact on novelty judg-
ments in more (vs. less) dynamic product categories. This ﬁnd-
ing accentuates the importance of taking consumers’ a priori
expectations or mental models about product categories into
account when deploying kinetic property. These two factors
outlined across Studies 5a and 5b are particularly important be-
cause they have a subsequent impact on behavioral outcomes.
Overall, we suggest that kinetic property in ads often
represents a middle ground between overwrought animations
on the one hand and simple static content on the other. Thus,
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advertisements embedded with kinetic property offer an
avenue to communicate with consumers without imposing
signiﬁcant visual or affective load. The results across our
experiments show that kinetic property does not signiﬁcantly
inﬂuence consumers’ arousal or attention and, furthermore,
can coexist with attribute information within ads without
distraction. As such, it offers marketers a robust, subtle, and
powerful mechanism to communicate product novelty.
Caveats, Limitations, and Further Research
Given our focus on explicating the process underlying the
effect of kinetic property on novelty perceptions, our primary
aimwas in addressing the “most-likely-candidate” alternative
explanations. Drawing on a review of the literature, we
identiﬁed attention, ad vividness, anthropomorphism, affective
reactions to the ad (Aad), arousal, ad informativeness, and the
ad’s visual appearance as the most likely candidates and
controlled for them and/or tested for their role as alternative
explanations or additional predictors.
We also invested signiﬁcant effort into examining the role
of distraction as an alternative explanation because the
distraction/attention lens has underscored previous theoretical
examinations of animation. Across six studies, we tested for
distraction effects by testing for differences in (1) self-reported
attention, (2) encoding/recall of attribute information, and (3)
the variance in responses (through Levene’s test for equality of
variance). Although distraction is a theoretically relevant and
conceptually plausible alternative explanation, we ﬁnd no
differences across groups on all thesemeasures, indicating that
distraction, differential attention, and guessing are less likely
to have played a role in explaining the pattern of results across
studies. However, we also acknowledge that these measures
are indirect and do not explicitly and directly capture how
consumers visually process kinetic property. As such, an
important limitation of this research is the lack of a direct
measure of visual attention such as eye-tracking data.9 Be-
cause our process account is primarily an inferential one, we
believe this limitation does not affect our interpretation as to
the process underlying the effect of kinetic property, espe-
cially in light of conﬁrmatory evidence from other measures
that directly tap into the inferential process. Nevertheless, new
research using eye-tracking technology could help clarify and
extend this research signiﬁcantly.
Kinetic property may be easily incorporated in various
online multimedia platforms such as social media and mobile
applications by virtue of its simplicity. However, we recom-
mend caution in the use of this tactic, especially in contexts in
which adaptation is likely. Firms may be better served by
recruiting kinetic property in single-appearance web ads and
ads in which placement is not embedded within a larger
sequence of competing ads.
Finally, there may be other variables that this research
does not take into account or contexts in which some of the
alternative explanation variables we explore here may become
consequential. For example, the effect of kinetic property
could differ depending on advertising formats. In the current
research, we presented ad stimuli as online advertisements that
primarily conveyed three or four main product attributes in a
relatively short time frame (20–25 seconds).Would the positive
effect for kinetic property be replicated if it were embedded in
traditional television commercials? Because television adver-
tising often aims at brand building, it tends to focus more on
increasing brand awareness and recall (Draganska, Hartmann,
and Stanglein 2014) rather than on enhancing visual effects.
With this objective, in the case of television commercials,
marketers may want to use visuals that deliver a relatively large
amount of information coherently. Thus, to obtain the positive
effect for kinetic property in traditional television commercials,
the design of animations may need to be more sophisticated
than that used in online advertising. In this sense, further
research could examine the role played by coherence, quality,
or pleasure/affect as moderators that shape the effect of
kinetic property.10
In line with this discussion, whereas we focus on a visual
perception–related aspect, future studies could explore how
kinetic property interacts with other sensory modalities (e.g.,
auditory, haptic). The current research provides a springboard
for new work on how multisensory communicative cues may
interact with one another and when one input may dominate
the others. As the consumer environment becomes more
saturated with multimedia and multisensory inputs, under-
standing the role of kinetic property thus offers a useful
theoretical lens for further research.
Appendix A: Dependent Measures
and Covariates
Ad Liveliness
(Items anchored at 1 = “strongly disagree,” and 7 = “strongly
agree”)
The ad you just saw appeared...
1. alive.
2. lively.
3. energetic.
Product Atypicality
(Items anchored at 1 and 7)
In my opinion, the product in the ad is...
1. common/unusual.
2. typical/not typical.
Product Novelty
(Items anchored at 1 and 7)
In my opinion, the product in the ad is...
1. old/new.
2. familiar/novel.
3. routine/fresh.
Purchase Intentions
(Items anchored at 1 and 7)
To me, buying the product in the ad is...
9We thank Reviewer 3 for this recommendation. 10We thank the area editor for this insight.
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1. improbable/probable.
2. unlikely/likely.
3. impossible/possible.
Arousal
(Items anchored at 1 and 7)
How do you feel right now?
1. Passive/active.
2. Mellow/ﬁred up.
3. Low energy/high energy.
Attention
(Items anchored at 1 = “strongly disagree,” and 7 = “strongly
agree”)
1. I paid close attention to the ad.
2. I fully concentrated upon the ad.
3. I was deeply engrossed in the ad.
Attitudes Toward the Ad
(Items anchored at 1 and 7)
Please evaluate the advertisement that you saw earlier:
1. I dislike the advertisement/I like the advertisement.
2. In my opinion, the advertisement is bad/In my opinion, the
advertisement is good.
3. I feel negative towards the advertisement/I feel positive
towards the advertisement.
Ad Vividness
(Items anchored at 1 and 7)
Please rate the advertisement you saw earlier:
1. Not vivid/vivid.
2. Not speciﬁc/speciﬁc
3. Not concrete/concrete.
4. Not detailed/detailed.
Anthropomorphism
(Items anchored at 1 = “strongly disagree,” and 7 = “strongly
agree”)
1. It appears to have intention.
2. It appears to have free will.
3. It looks like a person.
Visual Appearance
(Items anchored at 1 = “strongly disagree,” and 7 = “strongly
agree”)
1. I like the way the ad looks.
2. The ad is attractive.
3. The ad is aesthetically appealing.
Informativeness
(Items anchored at 1 = “strongly disagree,” and 7 = “strongly
agree”)
The ad is...
1. informative.
2. useful.
3. understandable.
4. sufﬁcient.
APPENDIX B
Study 2 Ads
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